


To iiuin liriea from Harold doisborg JPK assassination appeals 5/>0/79 

0 "Privacy'yic historical cases for newspaper editors who write page-1 articles 
•2) Oswald's visit to the PHI and alleged throats against it and an SA 

Q 

■Hrviously I have written to ask where the records relating to the above- captioned 

arc. 1‘rom the "previously processed" notations in the Dallas files and the 

absence of any index or guide it was impossible to locate any such records. 

records 

By accident 1 have located some but not all in the voluminous s agx, not in con- 

ait 

secutivo Serials. As of now i have not located the Pol's own final report or the materials 
it gathered for its internal investigation. 1 have found many of what the PHI regards as 

v/ hnvt^. th *+ w 

affidavit^twskraforenceo to the results of investigations of the matter^not included in 
the statements. 

I attach page one only of 62-109060-7226 X. It typifies all that is wrong, wasteful 
and entirely unjustifiable in the i'M 1 s attitude and processing of these records which are 
so embarrassing to it. 

Lake any kind of bet. you want: the withheld information is the name Johnson and the 

ne..synpor The Dallas Tinos-IIerald. How this is not an educated guess from a subject expert. 

It is hoc, ruse all is public domain. Thi^clcarly is in the i’BI files. It is in many if not 

mast of the statements. It is in, very prominently in, the 8/31/75 issue of that paper, 

yhich made a big front-page splash. The extensive attention includes Johnson's taking the 

entire matter up with PEEHQ, in a separate box as I recall. H hot)* tiH(< fh'il to*. ^ 

< Hut were none of tliis truej how can these withholdings possibly be justified? And 

what need could have been served? Given the subject matter, carefully obscured in this 

self-serving PHI covcr-the-ass paper, how could the withholding he justified under any 

conditions? Is there anything that better fits the description of the Congress of what can 

not be withheld? Of course, this is an historical case. Soyfyou and through you the 

’Department an^eriiaps in -time the courts will liavo this view of the Phi's performance in 

historical case maximum disclosure. 

tXto tftlt-Vllnf / m 

There also was a jjublic House hearing on the matter, about 11/75. •'•his also xs long 

A 

"before the processing of the records, hi fact, one of the records x have lound is the 
transcript of Adams' testimony, so the processors did not have to have any other knowledge 



Pi 3/ 

to know this was al_ public domain. However, the statement's" I've read to now include *o 

A 

specific references to the extensive prose attention. ‘ Radio , TV, the Dallas papers. Time 
gaguaine, the wire services - all in the statements taken from various PHI people. All 
road uy tl.osij who perpetrated those withholdings. 

If by chance claim to 7B was made, that also is fraudulent, obviously. I'm not tailing 
time to check the worksli-cts. 

A ou will recall that recently I've not callow unusual it is that some PHI people were 

one James /utrick Hosty, Jr., in particular. He has since 



sounding off to the press, 




2 



retired but his blabbing oi what is not even good propaganda preceoded his retirement. 
x t is no t oiten that the 1’iil tolerates a public attack on a Congressional committee by 
a Special Agent and I can't imagine that 'many Special Agents within days of re firemen . 
have over done this, Hor can I imagine that Ho sty endangered feis retirement by doing it. 

Vhiat is involved is the suppression by the FBI of an extraordinary matter for almost 
a dozen years. Dozens if not more FBI people of all ranks knew about it and not one said 
a word until, by one of those remarkable coincidences, the retirement of the Dallas SAC 
was safe and secure. Then only was there a leak to the Dallas paper less inclined to pub- 



lish any criticism of the official account of the JFk assassination. 

It seems tliat the only official candidate for assassin#, officially elected to that 
pj Li^i oiy^^rit to the Dallas FBI office two or three days before the assassination. He 
asked to sec liosty, vilio was not in. Bo, witliout bothering to seal it, he loft a note or 
letter for Booty. With it sticking partly out of the envelope the receptionist read it. 

Then the President was killed, Ho sty heau Oswald' s name and recognized it as a 
qkse he had, and with what is decribed as "the memory of an elephant," never once gave 
thought to this letter. It turns oul that in all the varying accounts the one consistency 
io that it was a threat. Tne more comtfon versions of the threat have to do with the 
bombing of: the FBI office and/or the polico headquarters. Haturally the FBI assured 
the Warren Commission and the country that Oswald had no history indicative of any 

tendency for violence. <W f 0*4^ Os*** 

Even when Hosty was rushed -over to interview Oswald, ho claims, tills note "never 

entered my mind." ' . • 

' That this was widelv and apprehensively known tlrroughout the entire Dallas Field 

Qfji'ioe is clear in read. Jt was known on high level' an FBIHQ. 

Tnero is more. Like Hosty' s complaint prior to the leak to the paper. His complaint 
was nu.de in person to Director Kelley, who then made some inquiry no records of which 
I've yet soon. (What loo» this do to any SD claim?) Bqt I think you need no more. (There OA*. 

. jgj other YD 



^pTges I've read.) 



claiiWiritten on some of tSS~ 

Until Watergate I never believe that any number of Americans could conspire and not 



one of them lot a word out. was years before Watergate. And oddly enough the Commission 

was supposedly investigating a report of Oswald* s having an FBI connection, which the FEL 
and its Director assured the Commission was false. Only several of the SAs whose statements 
I- v o just read state they understood Oswald was a source or informant. So it is only, 
natural that, elephantine memories should fail and that none oi these people would think 
of providing any information to whataxter all was only u Presidential Commission. Or to 
the FBI's own inspectors, one of ulicftwaa assigned to Dallas immediately. 

In tliis connection you might flnd^hc 'content of the Commission's 1 1/22/64 executive 



.SO£ 



cion transcript, Uic one they decided to destroy. 



in Post llortom. 
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In fairness to the FBI I must tell you that two witnesses informed the Commission 



about Oswald's visit to the DFO and of his leaving a note there. So the Commission did 
know and it had ultimate responsibility. L 0 S f (lyA 

However, as you now know from the earlier attachments and as I knew all along the 
FBI did have the Commission's testimony and did go over it carefully, in FBIHQ as in the 



FOs. So the FBI also knew, aside from all the silent employees never censored for their 
silence, that Hosty had received a note from Oswald and that Oswald had been to the DFO. 

Unless records are withheld the FBI made no record of this matter at the time it 
went over the Commission's transcripts or at any time prior to the leak to the D allas 
paper. Quite exceptional, I think. I therefore assume therc^s withholding, perhaps by 
storage in other files, and appeal the withholding. (One of my earlier requests includes 
this .kind of information. ) 
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